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ABSTRACT 

h theoretical model vas tested for its ability to 
explain persistence and delayed credibility (or "sleeper") effects in 
attitude change via persuasive variables. The model predicted opinion 
effects frcm two major components: a multiplicative effect of message 
repetition and credibility^ and a simple effect of time since receipt 
of message* The subjects, 12i* college students^ read a cover story^ a 
speaker description (the source credibility manipulation)^ and one of 
three messages advocating federal control of education. Four time 
increments were selected for measurement of opinion^ varying from 
immediately after the treatment to six weeks later. Thus^ the 
students were presented with variations in repetition and credibility 
and their opinions were assessed over time. The ejc peri men t yielded 
data suppcrtinq the viability of the time explanations ^ but failed to 
support the hypothesized multiplicative effect on opinions. Problems 
in inducing manipulations may have contributed to obtaining only 
partial support for the model. The results suggested the need to 
reevaluate previous resea-ch. l?L) 
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AN EXPLANATION OF PERSISTENCE AND SLEEPER EFFECTS: 
AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF THE DELAYED OPINION RESPONSE MODEL- 

(Abstract ) 

This study tested a theoretical model that provides explana- 
tions for persistence and sleeper effects. The model predi ct s 
opinion effectsfrom two major components: (1) a multiplicative 
effect of message repetition and credibility, and (2) a simple 
effect of time since receipt of message. Students were presented 
with variations in repetition and credibility, and their opinions 
were assessed over time. The experiment yielded data supporting 
the viability of the time explanations but failed to support the 
hypothesized multiplicative effect on opinions. Problems in 
inducing manipulations may have contributed to obtaining only 
partial support for the model. The study did provide evidence 
that past research should be reevaluated regarding the effect 
of time on opinions, and that since the model provides both a 
simple and elegant explanation for the sleeper effect, it deserves 
further exploration. 
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AN EXPLANATION OF PERSISTENCE AND SLEEPER EFFECTS: 
AN EMPIRICAL TEST OF THE DELAYED OPINION RESPONSE MODEL 

For nearly half a century, from early research by Kulp (1934) 
through the seminal Yale studies (Hovland, Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 
1949; Hovland i Weiss, 1951; Kelman & Hovland, 1953) to current 
efforts (Cook & Flay, 1978), the effects of source credibility 
over time has been of both empirical and theoretical interest to 
students of persuasion. Only recently has the data base been suf- 
ficiently extensive enough to begin to suggest certain patterns 
which may have theoretical import- This paper utilizes one theo- 
retical explanation and attempts to test a model for such delayed 
credibility effects, commonl y known as the sleeper effect- 
Several theoretical lines may be pursued in this quest (Cook 
& Flay, 1978), but perhaps the most promising is provided by 
learning theories where explanations of relationships among initial 
opinion levels, persistence, and opinion changes have been provided- 

Evidence for a sleeper effect has been most often cited when 
there appears to be an increase in opinion toward an advocated posi* 
tion over time, for a low credible source; however. Capon & Hubert 
(1 973) point out the pattern of the sleeper effect , - 1 s far from 
conclusive (p. 334)*' Other researchers have claimed sleeper ef- 
fects when there was a regression of credibility effects to a base- 
line after a lapse of time (Weiss» 1953; Schulman & Worral , 1970)- 
Regardless of the labels employed, the significant body of research 
In this area suggests the following propositions; 
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(1) High credibility will generally lose its effectiveness 
over time in inducing opinion toward the advocated posi- 
tion (Kulp, 1934; Cohen, 1957; Duncker, 1938; Whittaker 

& Meade, 1968); and when compared with low credibility, 
will produce more immediate attitude change, but will 
generally lose its effectiveness over time such that 
its effects are either indistinguishable or a re similar 
to delayed effects for low credibility (Hovland & Weiss, 
1951; Kelman & Hovland, 1953; Watts & KcGuire, 1964; 
Schulman & Worral , 1 970) , 

(2) Low credibility effects either slightly decline over 
time (Whittaker & Meade, 1968; Johnson, Torclvia & 
Poprick, 1968; Watts & McGuIre, 1964; Schulman & Warrall, 
1970) or increase (Kelman & Hovland, 1953; Hovland & 
Weiss, 1951), but in either event, the effects approxi- 
mate the del ayed level of high credibility, 

(3) Reinstatement of source, recall of source, or associa- 
tion of source with content produces differential effects 
of source credibility on opinion change such that high 
credibility Is more effective over time than low cred- 
ibility (Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Kelman & Hovland, 1953; 
Watts & HcGuIre, 1964; Schulman & Worrall, 1970), 

These propositions indicate that unless a source is subsequently re- 
associated with a message the initial credibility effects dissipate- 
Lea rni ng theory suggests that individuals who can re call the source 
of a message have established an association. Individuals who have, 
therefore, learned to associate a source with a message continue to 
be influenced by credibility over time, and those who have not 
learned are not influenced hy credibility over time. Consequently, 
an examination of a learning model may prove useful in seeking an 
explanation for such effects. 

There is a separate body of research, although not sufficiently 
ex tensive to provi de a basis for propositions, that raises an import- 
ant issue. This is the research which investigates repetition of 
a message and opinion persistence. Unfortunately, the state of this 
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research 1s bleak* As Cook & Flay (1978) state: 

"***we have not yet explored the effect of repetition In any 
systematic way. This Is sad because It means that the at- 
tributes of persuasive messages most germane to persistence 
haieOhot been detailed even though In everyday life many mes- 
i^^^ ^^^^ heard frequently**. Moreover, the repetition and 
^ w|strtl*ut1on of Information play crucial roles In various learn* 
. W9 approaches to the acquisition and maintenance of skills, 

and 1t Is reasonable to assume that they might be just as 1m* 
portant f^r attitudes (p. 45)*" 

Nonetheless, Johnson 4 Watklns (1971) identified persistence when 

subjects heard a message five times, and Wilson & Miller (1968) found a 
■ 

persistence effect when some arguments in a court case were repeated* 
Although these findings were obtained in research where credibility 
' was not under investigation, linking the source to a message through 
several re petitions might produce opinion persistence (Morten sen , 
1971; McCroskey, Larson, 4 Knapp» 1971)* Add i t ional ly » such rep* 
etition Influences have t heoret leal support * 

G1 ven these two lines of research, a theoretical model contaln- 
Ing repetition and learning elements was generated* 
Theoretical Model 

Weiss (1962) employed a modification of Hulllan learning theory 
(Hull, 1943) as a basis for a model for predicting attitude change 
via persuasion variables, Weiss stated that in developing the model 
he took liberties with learning theory, and as such, the research 
-based on his theory of persuasive communi cation '\**cannot be re- 
garded as tests of the Hulllan theory**. (p. 710)*" Although Weiss' 

^ m 

(1962) model may not meet the requisites of Hulllan learning theory. 
It 1s» In Its own right, a coherent and useful model of persuasion* 
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The Weiss (1962) model utilizes many of the assumptions of 
learning theory, of which classical conditioning and extinction 
are part. As such, the model allows for the Introduction of 
"Drive," "Habit Strength,'^ and "Inhibition" into the general 
equation: 

(D X H) - I = E 

where D = Drive, H = Habit Strength, I - Inhibition, and E = 
Response (either probability of agreement, or degree of agreement). 

The model's elements may be combined Into two major components: 
(1) Drivp times Habit Strength, and (2) negative Inhibition. The 
(D X H) component deals with the activation and production of be- 
havior. Drive is an activation process, and habit strength is any- 
thing that reduces drive and is, thus, reinforcing (Hill, 1971). 
The second component. Inhibition, is the component dealing with 
the reduction in response ; It roughly parallels extinction. More 
win be said about these components later. 

Weiss does not define his terms nor explicate Hull's defini- 
tlons. Neither are Hull's (1943) definitions presented here, but 
the analagous persuasion variables, as presented by Weiss (1962, 
p. 728) are shown in Figure 1. Weiss does not Indicate 1f these 
persuasion variables combine or are alternative antecedents, and he 
does not operational ize the model's elements. 

According to Weiss' model, holding all else constant, as habit 
strength increases so does the degree of agreement (E)- other 
words , as habi t strength increases, re in f ore erne nt increases. Dif- 
ferential levels of this reinforcement will produce different levels 
of E depending on the initial reinforcement condition (D). Therefore, 

o 7 
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according to the Weiss model » changes In the number of presenta- 
tions of a cue statement' with an argument should produce changes 
1n the probability or amplitude of agreement depending on the Ini- 
tial level of the **Drive'* variable. Cue statement Is Interpreted 
as the message which accompanies, the argument. 

Assume that the Initial drive Is a positive value. Then, as 
habit strength Increases, E will increase. If the Initial drive 
level Is zero» then there will be no change In E as habit strength 
Increases: changes In the number of presentations of a cue state- 
ment with an argument would make no difference In terms of E. Consi- 
der what would happen If the Initial drive level were a negative 
val ue . I ncreases In the number of presentations (an Increase In 
habit strength) would decrea se the level of E. Of course, drive 
Is considered as an aroused state of an organism (Hill, 1971) and» 
therefore, cannot take on negative values. This conceptualization 
of drive has Important Implications for operationallzatlons of the 
variable* and will be discuss ed later. 

Of interest here» Is how to sustain Initial credibility effects. 
The Weiss model predicts that any element of habit strength In the 
model will be useful In predicting delayed opinion effects. Source 
credibility, however, is not explicitly displayed as affecting habit 
strength In the Weiss model. Therefore^ the Weiss model was modified. 

As presented. It Includes both argument strength and source 
credibility as "Drive" variables yet Includes only argument as an 
element of habit strength. Since both source credibility and argu- 
ment strength are defined as drive variables^ then the association 
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of either with a cue s tat erne n t should not require changes In the 
propositions derived from the model . In classical conditioning 
terms, from which the Weiss model has its roots, both argument 
strength eind source credibility may be considered unconditioned 
stimuli (Weiss, 1962). Through repetition of the pairing of the 
unconditioned stimuli with the conditioned stimulus (cue statement) 
a response is conditioned. In persuasion terms , then, the pairing 
of source credibility with a cue statement Is analogous to pairing 
argument strength with the cue statement- Viewed thus* the model 
would predict that habit strength will be influenced by the number 
of paired presentations of a cue statement and source credibility- 

Conclusions drawn from a review of the credibility and re- 
petition literature* correspond fairly closely with the deductions 
derivable from the modified Weiss model. The effect of reinstate- 
ment, recall, and association of source with content, correspond 
with the predictable effects of Incr eased habit s t reng th through 
repetition in the modified model. Second, the evidence indicating 
that both high and low credible source effects may be epxected to 
decline and/or revert to some sort of ''baseline** value over time 
corresponds to the theoretical notion of extinction. The theoret- 
ical notion of extinction is symbolized as I (Inhibition) In the 
model . 

This special case of extinction refers to a reduction In re- 
sponse, and has been considered an aversive state, Weiss Indicates 
four variables as elements of inhibition In his model. As with 
habit strength, modifications are also necessary for the Inhibition 
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component of the model. 

Firsti the literature cited has been concerned with the ef- 
fects of the mere passage of time on opinion response. It has been 
concerned with opinion response over time without intercedent com- 
munications between the initial communi ca t ion or communi cat 1 ons and 
a response. Inhibition, defined by Weiss as the number of exposures 
to the cue statement alone, requires communications without ''drive*' 
elements (i.e,» messages without paired sources). 

Second* actual communications are not normally, if ever» with- 
out elements of "Drive/* Communication is affective. If a communi- 
cation is presented repeatedly, it probably contains some amount of 
**Drive*' on each presentation. It is unlikely* for instance, that a 
receiver would be confronted by a high credible source advocating 
a position at one time and then be confronted again with the same 
message presented without a source. While there may be interest 
in determining the effects of similar messages presented by difer- 
ent sources in succession on opinion response* the present investi- 
gation concerns the effects of successive persuasive attempts by 
one source- 

A further modification of the Weiss (1962) model, to accom- 
modate these concerns, is possible without violating the essential 
tenets of Hullian learning theory. Such a modification should pro- 
vide an improved model for investigations of persuasive effects 
over time, 

Hullian learning theory permits a conceptualization of Inhibi- 
tion which is a direct function of effort. Referred to as reactive 
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inhibition, it has been equated with fatigue. 

The amount of reactive inhibition resulting from a 
response depends on the amount of effort required to 
make the response, so that reactive inhibition is 
roughly equivalent to fatigue (Hill, 1971, p. 142). 

Reactive inhibition is an explanation of why extinction occurs. 
Once rei nf or cement i s removed , successive responses build up in- 
hibition (Hill, 1971). The removal of reinforcement may be ac- 
complished by removing the message and the source (i. e. , Habit 
strength). Viewed in this manner, the passage of time without pre- 
sentation of H will build up inhibition. 

Therefore, Weiss' model has been modified in order to treat 
amount of time as an element of Inhibition, and credibility as an 
element of habit strength. 

The resulting modified Weiss persuasion model, (The Delayed 
Opinion Response Model - DOR) Indicating only those variables 
whi ch are of concern In the present research , is presented in 
Figure 2. 

Hypotheses 

Bearing in mind that the preceding interpretation of research 
and Weiss* model call for the rendering of general decline effects 
as extinction, and recall as indicating associational learning, 
the DOR model appears useful in understanding the delayed effects 
of source credibility. Specifically, the model allows for several 
deductions to be tested. 

In order to test for the multiplicative function of Drive and 
Habit strength* the model allowed for the following prediction: 
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HI: Source credibility will Interact with repetition 
such that a message presented by a high credible 
source will Induce a more positive opinion toward 
the advocated position when presented three times 
rather than once, while a message presented by a 
low credible source will Induce the same opinion 
toward the advocated position when presented three 
times as when presented once. 
Additionally, Hypo the s i s One , if supported , shoul d produce data 
1 ndl ca 1 1 ng the .mul tiplicative relationship Indicated in the model , 
For high credibility the slope of a general regression equation 
should be positive and signficant, while for low credibility the 
slope should approximate zero and be non-significant- Such a data 
plot would lend support to a '"learning" conceptualization of the 
findings summarized in the third proposition of the summary of 
findings . 

To test for the general notion of extinction as indicated in 
the review of the literature and as specifically represented in the 
DOR model, the following hypothesis was examined, 

H2: Opinion response toward the advocated position 

will decline with time, such that opinion response 
will be highest immediately following a message 
presentation and at each succeeeding time the 
opinion response will be lower than the opinion 
level at the time preceding. 
This hypothesis addresses the decline effects noted In propositions 
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one and two of the summary of findings. 

Support for both of the precedi ng hypotheses w1 1 1 be evi- 
dence for the viability of the DOR model. 

METHODS 

A 2 X 2 X 4 posttest only design was used to examine the 
effect of the three Independent variables on opinions. Two levels 
of credibility were manipulated. The credibility manipulation had 
been previously validated (Hocking ti Danowski, 1 974 ) and consisted 
of source descriptions preceding the messages. Students were 
randomly assigned to the two credibility conditions (high and low). 

Two levels of repetition were manipulated. One of three 
similar messages was presented to the subject either once (at random) 
with two filler messages which followed, or three times. Each of 
the three messages varied slightly but were all messages advocati 
federal control of education. Each of the messages was a shortened, 
paraphrased version of a longer message utilized by McCroskey (1966) 
and later by Hylton (1971), and his students (Monge, 1968; 
Babtistft, 1969; Hocking, 1972); and a shorter version of the 
McCroskey speech used by Margrieter (1972) and validated as a persua- 
sive Instrument, Students were randomly assigned to repetition condi 
t 1 ons . 

Four time Increments were selected for measurement of opinion. 
Delayed opinion response (DOR) times were selected at random from a 
set of eight weeks* yielding delayed opinion response measures at 
two weeks (D0R2) following receipt of the message(s). at weeks four 
(D0R4). and at six weeks (D0R6), Delayed opinion response. DORO, 
Indicated Immediate measurement and was not In the random selection 
pool . Problems encountered In random assignments of students to 



ERLC 



13 



IT 

these DOR conditions resulted In the use of Intact classes 
(randomly assigned to condition). 

Thus, the statistical model may be considered a Type III 
(Hays» 1973)» where credibility and repetition represent fixed 
effects and DOR represents random effects. The utility of a ran- 
dom effects model for conclusions regarding DOR Is that the vari- 
able may be treated as continuous and extrapolations may be made 
between measurement points. 
Subjects 

The Initial pool of subjects consisted of 214 students drawn 
from basic communication classes at a large midwestern University, 
Thirty-three students either did not attend class on one of the 
days of the experiment or did not fill out the questionnaire. The 
OOR groups were made equal by random deletion of subjects from the 
DORO» D0R2» and DCR4 groups. The final DOR groups consisted of 31 
students each; resulting In data analyses on 124 subject responses. 
Procedures 

All read a cover story» a speaker description (the source 
credibility manipulation), and one of the messages. After reading 
this message, students In the single repetition condition and DORO 
conditions completed scales on their attitudes toward federal con- 
trol of education. These scales have been used repeatedly In mea- 
suring the effects on this topic (see» for example. McCroskey. 1966), 

All students not In the single repetition and Immediate DOR 
conditions were asked to rate the quality of the message. This scale 
was used as a filler to avoid any suspicion on the part of the other 

O 1 i 
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students. Those students in the three repetition conditions were 
instructed to read the second message, fill out a quality of message 
scale, and then read a third message. All other students read fil- 
1 er mess ages , 

The delayed opinion measures were Included with measures of 
other topics and disguised as a survey from another university de- 
par tment - 
Da ta Analys i s 

The study was concerned with the prediction of opinion response 
from a mathematical model* The model, although composed of three 
p redlctor variables, includes only two t 'J stable components : ( 1 } 1 , 
and (2) D X H. The mathematical model may be tested by multiple re- 
gression procedures and would be represented by the following gen- 
eral regression equation: 

? = a + b^ - ^2^2 

where Y=E=0p1nion response level, a*intercept, b-slope, X^ = (D X H), 
^2=1 of the mathematical model. Notice that the (D X H) component is 
considered as one variable in the regression equation* indicating 
that the D X H component is not equivalent to an interaction in re- 
gression analysis (Blalock, 1969}* In the present analysis, the 
mathematical relationship is computed with D taking on the values 
of 0 and 1, and H taking on the values of 1 and 3, This differs 
from the typical regression analysis in that the interaction term 
would have values of *1 and +1 in the cell diagonals. Recall that 
"Drive" is an activated state of an organism and can only take on 
positive values. Thus* the lower limit of values would be zero, 
according to the theoretical conceptualization. Therefore^ the 
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multiplicative plot should display a positively Increasing line 
for the high credibility condition and a slope approximating zero 
(I.e., a horizontal slope) for the low credibility condition. 

The other component to be tested represents DOR (I), which 
Is a main effect, therefore a negative value is required to sup- 
port the predl ct 1 ons . 

Secondary analyses of the hypotheses were completed In addi- 
tion to the analyses noted above, 

RESULTS 

Preliminary Anal_j^s i s 

Manipulation checks were conducted on the sources and messages 
used In the study. Both manipulation checks were replications of 
previous research. The first check, on credibility, was made on 
the basis of the rationale that if there were a credibility differ- 
ence, there should be an opinion difference for the respective 
credibility levels. To accomplish the test, an analysis of variance 
for the effect of credibility on opinions measured Immediately fol- 
lowing the treatment conditions (DORO) was conducted. The results 
indicated a non-significant difference (F^l,404 , df = 1 , 30, p^ ,25) 
between the opinions Induced by the credibility manipulation. The 
intended credibility manipulation was Ineffective. 

The second manipulation check, on message similarity, was 
analyzed with regression procedures. Regression analysis was espe- 
cially appropriate because of the nature of the check. While an 
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analysis of variance provides information regarding whether or not 
the messages differed, It does not provide Information on how much 
the messages differed In their ability to Induce opinions. In this 
particular case, this added Information is crucial since the Inter- 
est Is in how similar the messages are. I.e., a test of no di f f er - 
ence* An r*^ of zero would permit more confidence in statements re- 
garding the similarity of messages. The messages were not signifi- 
cantly different In the ability to Induce opinions and accounted for 
only 0.2% of the variance In opinion (r^=*002, F»*126, df-2/121, 
p=,882). The message similarity manipulation was successful. 

To determine whether the opinion measure was primarily uni- 
dimensional, a principle components anal ys i s was compl eted • Thi s 
particular analysis was chosen primarily because the model assumes 
an exact transformation of the original variables; thus correspond- 
ing to the past operational izations of the measure (see, for ex- 
ample, HcCroskey, 1966), The factor analysis resulted In one factor 
accounting for 83,3% of the variance* All other emergent factors 
had eigen-values of less than 1*0, Given the extensive use of these 
scales as a simple summed i ndex and the present attempt to provl de 
a theoretical rationale and test for the past research, the scales 
were summed without the use of factor scores. 
Primary Analysis 

The entire model was analyzed with multiple regression pro- 
cedures. The re suits of the analysis are shown In Tabl e 1 * The 
analysis Indicates an overall which Is small and non-significant 
(R^ "^,048, F»3*037, df-2/121, p-*052). Inspection of the table 
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reveals that the *'nedr significance" is primarily the result of 
the DOR (I) component of the model. The effect for the multipli- 
cative relationship hypothesized in hypothesis one was small 
(std. beta=i^lO) and non-significant (p=*903). On the other hand> 
the wight for the I component was fairly large (std* beta=-*218) 
and significant (p'*015). Notice that the relationship between I 
and opinion response is negative* supporting the hypothesis (i*e,> 
H2) that opinion response toward the advocated position will decline 
over t ime . Therefore , of the two hypotheses > only Hypo the s i s Two 
was supported. 
Sec on da ry Analys i s 

Both components of the model deserve further attention. The 
multiplicative component (D X H) may be broken down into two sepa- 
rate regression analyses: one for high credibility and one for low 
credi bi 1 i ty - The I component may be analyzed further to de termi ne 
the shape of the function in an attempt to ascertain whether the 
relationship is linear or non-linear> and to determine the decline 
effects for high and low credibility- 

Previously it was reported that the I component was a signifi- 
cant affector of opinion. Opinion levels were found to decline 
over time. This significance refers to a linear analysis. It is 
also of interest to investigate a non-linear curve. An investiga- 
tion of the proportion of variance which can be accounted for by 
linear and/or non-linear components was completed* The analysis 

9 2 

indicated a significant R for the analysis (R =*101, F»4*511> 
df«3/120> p«.005)* These results indicated a significant effect 
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due to all the sources of variance* linear and non-linear> and 
Inspection of the beta weights and as plotted demonstrates the 
function clearly (See Figure 3). 

An analysis of variance which separates the linear from non- 
linear components was also completed. This analysis showed that 
the linear {r2=:. 047 » F = 6.030» p<. 025 ) and non 1 1near( amount of variance=, 054 » 
F=3.583» p<.030) components accounted for about the same amount 
of variance. 

The total regression of DOR (I) on opinion may be broken 
down into two separate regress i ons; one for high credibility and 
one for low credibility. The results* shown in Table 2 indicate 
that low credibility accounted for more of the decline effect than 
high credi bi 1 i ty . 

In the test of the hypothesized relationship between the 
multiplicative component (D X H) and opinion level* the relation- 
ship was found to be non-significant. Despite that finding* it 
may be useful to look at the part of the component dealing with 
repetition or Habit Strength. The H portion of the D X H compo- 
nent may be decomposed into two separate analyses* a regression 
for high credibility and one for low credibility. The results of 
the decomposition are shown In Table 3. Neither independent effect 
was positive and larger than the weight for low credibility. Despite 
the Ineffective credibility manipulation, the slope for each credi- 
bility condition approximates the slopes hypothesized in Chapter One. 
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DISCUSSION 

This study tested the Delayed Opinion Response model which 
made learning predictions about persistence and sleeper effects. 
The model was broken down Into two components to be tested, One 
component (i.e., 0 X H) led to a hypothesised multiplicative func- 
tion between source credibility and repetition. The result of a 
test of this relationship was nonsignificant: research hypothesis 
one was not supported. The other hypothesised effect dealt with 

the decline of opinions over time. This variable was strong enough 

2 

to produce a nearly significant R for predicting opinions from the 
model, despite the nonsi gnl f 1 cance of the multiplicative component. 
The findings thus lend support to the viability of an Inhibition 
Explanation for persistence effects. 

The lack of significance for the first hypothesis Is not sur- 
prising In view of the credibility manipulation. Several attribu- 
tions for this Ineffective manipulation are possible. The most 
tempting attribution would be that the sources were not high and 
low credible. This conclusion seems very unl i kely In 1 1g ht of the 
previous research by Hocking & Oanowski (1974) demonstrating the 
credibility level of the sources with a federal control of education 
message. Although possible, It also seems unlikely that If the 
sources were perceived as high and low credible, they would fail to 
Induce the well documented Initial opinion differences. One explana- 
tion for the findings Is that the receivers failed to take note of 
the manipulations. This might account for the almost Identical 
opinion levels for each of the credibility manipulations at DORO. 
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It may also be possible that since the opinion effects were above 
the mean level of opinion expected on the measure (1.e,» 6 scales 
times 4 pol nt s = 24 ) , the cove r story ( 1 • e • message to be del 1 ve red 
on television) may have been powerful enough to raise the credibil- 
ity level of the low credible source. In any event, since both 
sources Induced high initial opinions* the test for D X H was in- 
ef f ec t 1 ve • 

The Ineffectiveness was more pronounced for the low credibility 
manipulation. The high credibility manipulation did Induce the ex- 
pected high opinion. As such* the results should have Indicated a 
positive and significant slope for a high credible source when the 
message is repeated. As it was* the slope was not significant, al- 
though it was in the anticipated direction. 

Similarly, if the low credibility manipulation was perceived 
as high credible then the slope for opinion under repetition condi- 
tions should approximate the slope for the manipulated high credibi- 
lity condition. This did not happen. The slope for the low credibi- 
lity manipulation was nonsignificant and approached zero, 

I nteres 1 1ngly the findings regarding re petition approximate (If 
roughly) the hypothesized relationship despi te the ineffective mani- 
pulation* In other words, the manipulated high credible source con- 
dition with repetition produced a positive slope* while the low condi- 
tion produced one that approximated zero. 

The results obtained lead to some Interesting speculations* It 
may be possible that the repetitions themselves lead to the receiver's 
perceptions of the source differences. In other words. It may have 

9 t 
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taken some repetitions for the receivers to see the differences in 
the sources. The students may have been unwilling to admit that 
they could be prejudiced hy a socialist (low credibility manipula- 
tion), but that over time and with repetitions they were more fn- 
f 1 uenced by the source . It should, of course , be reemphas i zed 
that none of the opinion effects mentioned above are strong. Cer- 
tainly, appropriate caution should be taken in consideration of 
these results and suggestions. 

The amount of time between presentations may be an important 
factor with regard to opinion effects. It should be expected that 
the effects would be quite different if the time between repeti- 
tions were, for example, three weeks rather than three minutes. 

Research is needed to determine if the repetitions that occur 
within one communication event differ from those which occur at 
different communication events. This study investigated repeti- 
tion in a small time frame where repetition consisted of complete 
message repetition within one communication event. Repetition ef- 
fects may be dramatic in situations where the messages are repeated 
at several di f f erent communi cation events. 

The finding supporting hypothesis two (that opinions decline 
over time) conforms to the literature and» as such, is further evi- 
dence for the effect. The decline effect found in this study Is 
best described as linear. The finding that the decline was less 
for the high credible source than the low credible source seems to 
question some previous findings. Recall, however, that the credibil- 
ity manipulation was ineffective, and that the opinion level for 
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the low credible source manipulation at DORO was higher than for 

the high credibility manipulation (although not significantly higher). 

The finding regarding the decline of credibility Induced opin- 
ions was not a c ha nee finding. The previous literature point ed to 
It and the model predicted it. As such, the Importance of this find- 
ing cannot be overempha si zed. Future research and theories of com- 
munication should Include the time variable. 

High In priority for future research would be a retest of the 
DOR model. The model provides a simple and a rather elegant ex- 
planation of the sleeper effect. Beyond that, research Investigating 
other components of the Weiss model might be fruitful. 
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FIGURE 1 
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The Weiss Persuasion Model* 
(Weiss, 1962, p. 728) 



1 * Argument Streng th • 

2* Source Credibility 

3* Actlveness in part- 
icipation In statement 
of argument* 

4* (Taylor scale. Time 
s tress ) * 



( D 



Number of paired 
presentations of 
cue statement and 
a rgument . 

Difference In cue 
statement In per- 
suasion and testing 

Actlveness In part- 
icipation in cue 
s ta tement * 

Cue statement' 
argument interval • 



1 



H ) 



1 , Number of exposures 
to cue s ta tement al one 

2 • Inter-communication 
Interval . 

3. Actlveness In part- 
icipation In cue 
s ta tement * 

4 • Cue s ta tement-a rgument 
i n terva 1 . 
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*Note*- D=Dr1ve> H=Habit Strength* 1 = Inhl b1 1 Ion , and E-Proba b1 1 1 ty or amplitude 

of response* The left hand side of the equation consists of two components 
(1) the multiplicative one of Drive times Habit Strength* and (2) the 
negative Inhibition component* 
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FIGURE 2 



Modified Weiss Model : 
The Delayed Opinion Response Model 



Source Credibility 



( D 



Number of paired 
presentations of 
message and source 
credibility. 



Amount of time since 
presentation of 
message and source (DOR) 
( i . e • . H ) • 



H } 



I 



*Note.-As in the Weiss model, D^Drlve, H-Habit Strength, and probability 
or amplitude of response. The left hand side of the equation 
consists of two components: (1) the multiplicative one of Drive 
times Habit Strength, and (2) the negative Inhibition component. 
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FIGURE 3 




NUMBER OF WEEKS (DOS) 



*NoTe.-7=29.77U-7.839Dl-5.677D2-6.968D3, where Dl=the CORO 
to D0R2 time, D2= the D0R2 to DORi; tine, and D3=the 
DORU to D0R6 time. 
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TABLE I. 

Regression of the DOR Model to Opinion* 



Source df SS MS F SIG R 



Regression 2 545.780 272.890 3.037 .052 .048 

(D X H)-l 

Residual 121 10872.309 89.854 



Unstandardized Stan da rdi zed 

Variable beta coefficient beta coefficient Sig . 

Drive X 

Habit Strength .918 -.010 .903 

Inhibition -.937 -.218 .015 



♦Note. -Intercept-27. 538, therefore Y=27 . 538+ ( . 91 8 } X, + (-.937}X 
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TABLE 2 



Regression of DOR (I) to Opinions 
for Low Credible Sources 



Source 


df SS 


MS F SIG. 


r2 




Regression 


3 891.059 


297.020 3.410 .022 


.134 




Res 1 oua 1 


C C tiT AO yiic 
DD 0 / HO > H CO 


87.097 






Variable^ 


Unstandardi zed 
beta coefficient 


Standardized 
beta coefficient 








-9.236 


-.379 


.006 






-6.597 


-.291 


.036 






-7.424 


-.339 


.016 





Note. -a. Although these are successive time periods, the subjects were 
drawn from different groups and the variables 01, 02, and 03 are 
independent, b. Dl^the DORO to D0R2 time, D2=the D0R2 to D0R4 
time, and D3-the D0R4 to D0R6 time. c. Intercept=30 . 950 . 



TABLE 2b 

Regression of DOR (I) to Opinion 
for High Credible Sources 



Source 



df 



SS 



MS 



SIG. 



Regres s i on 
Resi dual 



3 339-965 113.322 1.309 
50 4327.239 86.545 



282 



.073 



Variable 
03^ 



Unstandardized 
beta coefficient 

-5.519 

-2.636 

-6.708 



Standardi zed 
beta coefficient 

-.276 
-.118 

-.316 



.132 
.500 

.080 



Note. -a. Although these were successive time periods, the subjects 
were drawn from different groups and the variables 01, 02, and 
03 are independent, b. Dl«the DORO to 00R2 time, D2«the D0R2 
to DDR4 time, and D3-the D0R4 to D0R6 time. c. Intercept"27 .636 
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TABLE 2 



Regression of DOR (I) to Opinions 
for low Credible Sources 



Source 



df 



SS 



MS 



SIG. 



Regress 1 on 
Residual 



3 891 .059 297.020 3.410 .022 
66 5748.426 87.097 



.134 



Variable ' 

Dl^ 

02^^ 



03 



Unstandard 1 zed 
beta coef f 1 ci ent 

-9.236 
-6.597 
-7.424 



Standard! zed 
beta coef f 1 ci ent 

-.379 
-.291 
-.339 



.006 
.036 
.016 



Note. -a. Although these are successive time periods, the subjects were 
drawn from different groups and the variables 01, 02, and 03 are 
independent, b. 01=the OORO to D0R2 time, 02=the 0OR2 to 0OR4 
time, and 03-the 0OR4 to 0OR6 time. c. Intercept = 30 .950. 



TABLE 2b 

Regression of DOR (l) to Opinion 
for High Credible Sources^ 



Source 



df 



SS 



MS 



SIG 



Regress i on 
Res1 dua 1 



3 339.965 113.322 1.309 .282 
50 4327.239 86.545 



.073 



Variable 
Dl" 

03^ 



Unstandardi zed 
beta coefficient 

-5.519 

-2.636 

-6.70B 



Standardi zed 
beta coefficient 

-.276 
-.118 

- .316 



lis.- 

.132 
.500 

.080 



Note. -a. Although these were successive time periods, the subjects 
were drawn from different groups and the variables 01, 02, and 
03 are Independent, b. 01«the OORO to 0OR2 time, 02«the D0R2 
to 00R4 time, and 03-the 0OR4 to 0OR6 time. c. Inte rcept*27 . 636 
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TABLE 3 

Regression of H to Opinion 
for the Low Credible Source 



Source 


df 


SS MS ? Sig. 


r2 


" Unstd. 
beta 


Regress! on 


1 


7.670 7.670 .079 .780 


.001 


.332 


Res Idual 


68 


6631 .816 97.527 






Regression of H to Opinion 
for the High Credible Source 


Source 


df 


SS MS F Sig. 


2 

r 


Unstd. 
beta 


Regress Ion 


1 


158.842 158.842 1 .832 .182 


.034 


1 .734 


Residual 


52 


4508.362 86.699 







Note. -a. The intercept for High credi bi 1 i ty=20 . 362 , and Low credi bi 1 Uy=24 . 793 . 
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TABLE 3 



Regression of H to Opinion 
for the Low Credible Source* 



Source 


df 


SS MS T Sig. 


r2 


Unstd . 
beta 


Regression 


1 


7.670 7.670 .079 .780 


.001 


.332 


Residual 


68 


6631 .816 97.527 






Regression of H to Opinion 
for the High Credible Source* 


Source 


df 


SS MS F Sig. 


2 

r 


Unstd . 
beta 


Regression 


1 


158.842 158.842 1 .832 .182 


.034 


1 .734 


Res i dual 


52 


4508.362 86.699 







Note, -a. The intercept for High credi bi 1 i ty=20 . 362 , and Low credi bi 1 i ty=24 . 793 . 
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